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Opportunities for children to experience the arts are burgeoning around the
world, and many nations have put into place cultural policies that foster these
opportunities. In Australia, an existing children’s cultural policy has been over-
shadowed by the 2009 Protocols for Artists Working with Children: a political
response to a public controversy around a photography exhibition featuring
naked girls. This article argues that these protocols function as de facto policy,
conﬂating children’s rights with a moral agenda around children’s potential to
be exploited by artists. The article identiﬁes the rationales behind children’s cul-
tural policies around the world and argues that children’s cultural rights form
the foundation of most policy discourse. It examines cultural policy for Austra-
lian children and the development of the Protocols in response to moral panic
about child sexual abuse. That this occurred was due to the almost complete
absence of children, and the arts practitioners who work with them, in informing
the protocols. The article interrogates the implications of this absence by com-
parison with the example of Danish cultural policy-making for children. Finally,
it argues that children and artists who work with them need to be better repre-
sented in Australian policy and politics.
Keywords: children and the arts; young people and the arts; Bill Henson
Introduction
In May 2008, Australian police seized 21 photographs of naked children from an
exhibition of the work of photographer Bill Henson at a Sydney gallery. This event
caused great controversy and debate and resulted in a set of national protocols for
the employment of children in artwork. Yet, despite the volume of opinion in the
national media occasioned by this debate, the absence of young people’s expres-
sions was striking: ‘the debate has largely been between adults over the values that
adults should hold in protecting children and viewing art’ (Valentine 2004). This
article argues that the absence of young people’s perspectives in the debate over the
Henson photographs is symptomatic of the absence of children and young people in
Australian cultural policy.
Henson himself drew attention to the ideal purpose of cultural policy in relation
to children: ‘If you want to preserve the innocence of a child’s eye, and the imagi-
nation of a child that can soar and remember its ﬁrst epiphanies of beauty forever,
then give that child the riches of what civilisation has produced. Without the moral
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truth of art, we have nothing. It’s when we throw that away that we fail children’
(Mackrell 2010). For the authors of the present paper, the debate over what became
known as the ‘Henson affair’, with its marked absence of young people’s perspec-
tives, raises the issue of public cultural policy’s responsibility to children and young
people. It also highlighted a broader social anxiety about the need to protect chil-
dren from harm. Such anxiety shapes much public discourse about children, particu-
larly in relation to children and the media, such as through exposure to video
games, social media and televised sex and violence (see, for example, Lumby and
Albury 2010). The debate drew attention to the need to identify an appropriate and
desirable role for cultural policy in the provision of cultural experiences to and
about children and young people.
This article begins by identifying broad rationales for children’s cultural policies.
We then look in detail at cultural policies addressing the relationship between chil-
dren and the arts in Australia and Denmark. The paper argues that two discourses
shape cultural policies for children: one driven by moral panic and another resting
on a cultural rights discourse. The ‘Henson affair’ in Australia brought these two
discourses together, so that moral panic framed cultural policy and came to deﬁne
children’s rights, although these were not cultural rights but the right to be protected
from exploitation by artists. The paper then contrasts Australian and Danish policy-
making, arguing that the Danish system is characterised by the use of a politically
inﬂuential network of stakeholders that maintains the centrality of cultural rights. In
Australia, by contrast, cultural policy-making is vulnerable to moral controversy
and is delivered to the sector rather than generated by it.
The boundaries around ‘children and young people’ are generally recognised as
unspeciﬁc; the Australia Council Young People and the Arts policy discussed below
identiﬁes anyone from the age of 0–26 years old and acknowledges the very differ-
ent needs of people across this age range. This article is primarily concerned with
children under the age of 18 years old. In so limiting the discussion, the article
deliberately excludes questions of professional cultural production by young adults.
Attention to the policies that bring young people together with the arts is war-
ranted by the fact that around the western world, opportunities for children to expe-
rience the arts as audiences and participants are burgeoning. Concert halls, theatre
venues, art museums and libraries routinely include dedicated programmes for chil-
dren, and these commonly include an entire children’s wing, regular children’s exhi-
bitions or children’s workshops. Many nations have a central role for children’s
cultural programmes in national cultural policies. A brief survey of European cul-
tural policies, based on the Council of Europe’s Compendium website, demonstrates
that children’s participation in the arts is a key priority in the government policies
of numerous countries. Austria aims to encourage cultural participation of young
people through schools and free admittance to cultural institutions; Denmark ‘intro-
duces children and young people to the arts’; Poland seeks to ‘create space for fam-
ily-oriented participation in culture’; Spain has a programme to ‘encourage actions
that facilitate the access of children and young people to cultural activities’; and
Sweden acknowledges ‘children’s and youth culture’ as one of the ‘general chal-
lenges for cultural policy’ (Council of Europe 2010).
Public cultural policies for children, including those listed above, are generally
motivated by a combination of the following ideals and aims: children have cultural
rights just as they have other kinds of rights; children should be encouraged to be
the adult audiences of the future; the arts assist children to reach educational goals;
2 H. Glow and K. Johanson
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and the possession of cultural capital is an important part of children’s capacity to
be the national citizens of the future.
An overview of rationales for children’s cultural policy
The existence (and proliferation) of dedicated cultural programmes for children tes-
tiﬁes to the commitment by various national public funding agencies to develop cul-
tural policies focused on the goals of inclusion and access. In the 1970s and 1980s,
the scope of agencies like the Arts Council of England and the Australia Council
for the Arts expanded to include artwork by and for ethnic minorities and rural and
economically deprived communities. More recently, it has become evident to these
and many other agencies that children, too, tend to be excluded from conventional
western artforms. The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UN
CRC) noted this phenomenon and assisted in the process of addressing it by estab-
lishing international protocols for the inclusion of children in policies on culture,
through articles 12, 13, 17, 29 and 31. Furthermore, the UN CRC replaced the con-
ventional policy perception of children as dependent, vulnerable and incomplete,
with a view of children as equal to adults in their opinions and capacity for political
and social participation by calling for policies that ‘respect and promote the right of
the child to participate fully in cultural and artistic life’ (United Nations 1989).
Partly as a result of this growing international rights discourse, through agree-
ments such as the UN conventions and the work of transnational governance bodies
such as the European Union (e.g. see Fisher et al. 1993, Meyer-Bisch 2010), con-
temporary cultural policy evidences a relatively newfound concern with the question
of rights, deﬁned as ‘the rights for everyone, whether alone or in community, to
choose and express one’s identity, to access cultural references, as necessary
resources in one’s identiﬁcation process’ (Declaration of Fribourg, quoted in
Meyer-Bisch 2010). In the current period, it is ‘fair to say that the discourse on fun-
damental rights is one of the fastest growing arts policy discourses’ (Rautianen
2009, p. 3).
Yet, the popularity of the rights discourse also serves a speciﬁc purpose in arts
policy. This role is one of justifying and providing advocacy for the funding of par-
ticular activities. As Reason points out, the concept of cultural rights ‘exists almost
entirely in terms of the provision of cultural services and goods – that is, the deliv-
ery, promotion and consumption of good cultural products is a good thing. Within
this context, the concept of cultural rights bears more than a trace of coercion and
relies heavily on the metaphor of infection – exposing young people to the arts in
the hope that they catch something’ (Reason 2010, p. 27). As Rautianen and Rea-
son both demonstrate, the problem with the cultural rights argument is that it does
not countenance a young person’s decision not to participate in the arts: the ethos
of freedom of rights, especially of the negative kind, such as the freedom to not
care for art and to stay out of the reach of artistic expression, do not get much
sympathy from the fundamental rights rhetoric related to arts policy (Rautianen
2009, p. 4).
Another set of arguments, produced largely by arts funding agencies, is based
on the recognition that arts consumption is more likely and more frequent in adult-
hood if it has been a practice in childhood (see, e.g. Suthers 2008). This rationale is
both ideological – in that it assumes arts consumption is beneﬁcial to the individual
International Journal of Cultural Policy 3
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and that early adoption is therefore in the individual’s interests – and pragmatic –
in that it is a strategy to underwrite future demand for arts institutions.
There are numerous examples of such an argument from public funding agen-
cies. Denmark’s Arts Council Action Plan 2007–2011 included amongst its aims,
‘introducing children and young people to the arts’ (Council of Europe 2010). The
Arts Council of England’s research report, Encourage children today to build audi-
ences for tomorrow, found that encouragement to attend and participate in the arts
when growing up was associated with signiﬁcantly higher chances of ‘being an
active arts consumer’ as an adult (Arts Council of England 2009, p. 5). It posited
that experiences with the arts gained as a child encouraged adult attendance,
whereas for ‘those children who do not receive such parental endorsement of the
arts and have fewer or no opportunities to experience the arts as a child, then, the
arts remain a more distant sphere – for some, a sphere that they actively associated
with elitism, pretence and exclusion’ (Arts Council of England 2009, p. 11). The
report described the signiﬁcance of these ﬁndings in the light of concern about the
‘greying’ audience base of many of Britain’s arts events (Arts Council of England
2009, p. 13). Likewise, in a period in which Australian audiences for the live
performing arts are declining, the Australia Council’s 2003 Review of Theatre for
Young People in Australia noted that ‘early exposure to positive arts experiences
correlate to later interest in and engagement with the arts’ (Australia Council
2003b, p. 5). Like Rautiainen’s comment about a ‘right to the arts’ being a
convenient rationale for the production and funding of the arts, equally useful is the
justiﬁcation for encouraging children as audiences in order to establish arts
consumption patterns in the adults of the future. By fostering arts consumers, fund-
ing agencies and organisations are fostering interest in their future services.
Much cultural policy for children is directed through or encompassed in the
education system. This article does not address the vast body of literature on the
relationship between art and pedagogy, but rather recent transnational trends in pol-
icy-making through education. In the 2000s, several nations introduced or raised
expectations of children’s exposure to the arts and culture, and this is delivered
through the school system in order to reach as many children as possible. In 2007,
for instance, the British Government’s ‘Children’s Plan’ mandated that children
would receive ﬁve hours of cultural activity per week, to match a similar policy
guiding sport in education. This ‘cultural offer’ would encourage children’s partici-
pation as spectators and participants in cultural activities (Department for Children,
Schools and Families 2007, p. 130). A similar minimum requirement for arts partic-
ipation through schools was introduced by the French Government in 2009.
The motive behind building cultural policy objectives into education is driven
by all of the other ideals and aims for children’s cultural policies discussed here, as
well as pedagogical imperatives. Mandatory education systems provide governments
with access to the vast majority of children and young people – an opportunity sim-
ply not available for adult citizens. In driving these policies, it is not so much that
arts are important to education – although of course arts educators argue that they
are – but rather the capacity to deliver on the perceived cultural rights of the child
by providing universal access to the arts for school students.
However, a second motive behind the integration of arts into education systems
is that culture is also regarded as an important element of children’s education
because it cultivates cultural capital in the child that may not be provided in the
home (see, e.g. Jaeger 2008, Kracman 1996). A third and ﬁnal motive is that the
4 H. Glow and K. Johanson
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arts assist teachers and institutions to achieve non-arts-related goals, such as pro-
moting literacy or behavioural goals. Youth Music in the United Kingdom, for
example, provided activities for ‘at-risk’ youth with the aim of halting the process
of their disengagement and exclusion from the school system (Rimmer 2009).
A further strand in the rationale for support for children’s cultural activities is
the perceived need for nationalist policies in the context of globalisation, which has
led to the establishment and teaching to children of ‘cultural canons’. This is partic-
ularly the case in European countries, such as Denmark and the Netherlands, where
policy interest in children’s arts programmes is driven by a belief in the notion that
the arts can improve children’s ‘everyday lives’, foster knowledge of the nation’s
cultural heritage and build the desirable characteristics of citizenship (see Bevers
2005, Dueland 2008). Cultural policies for children in Finland have historically
been devised in opposition to foreign commercial cultural imports. It would not
have been permissible in Finnish democracy to censor foreign cartoons, as this
would have been seen as a politically unacceptable curtailment of rights, but the
notion that children needed to be provided with national cultural capital rather than
foreign and ostensibly low-quality cultural experiences provided a legitimising ratio-
nale for restrictions (Heikkinen 2008, p. 85).
These four strands of rationale have shaped public policy-making in relation to
children and the arts. However, for the purposes of this paper, the issue of cultural
rights is the subject of our analysis. Cultural rights are signiﬁcant because, as dis-
cussed below, they have become entangled with moral panic, and moral panic has
come to dominate public discourse on this topic.
Cultural policy for Australian children
In a nation in which successive Commonwealth governments have historically been
reluctant to develop cultural policy statements, it is hardly surprising that children
and young people have little in the way of a dedicated comprehensive cultural pol-
icy. Building on the Australia Council’s Youth and the Arts Framework (1999) and
Youth Panel (2000–2002), the Australia Council produced the Young People and the
Arts policy in 2003 (Australia Council 2003a). The primary policy objectives are to
support ‘the artforms and practices of young people’, to ‘improve our understanding
of the practices of young artists and artsworkers’ and to encourage young people’s
participation by strengthening opportunities to experience the arts as audiences and
by expanding the link between the arts and education (Australia Council 2003a).
Most of the policy statement is devoted to young artists and artsworkers, rather than
children as the audiences or creators of art. Of its eight policy objectives, three
canvass issues relating to children’s arts involvement. Objective 6 addresses children
and young people’s collaboration with professional arts companies and in commu-
nity cultural development; objective 7 provides enhanced opportunities for children
as audiences; and objective 8 expands the place of the arts in education. It is this
latter objective that also lies at the heart of the state-based policies for children and
culture in Australia’s federalist system of government. The state arts funding agen-
cies focus much of their youth arts initiatives within an education framework. Arts
Victoria, for example, supports a range of partnerships between schools and the
professional arts sector including ‘Artist-in-residence’ programmes, school-based
‘Exposure to the arts’ programmes and venue-based programmes in galleries,
performing arts centres and museums across Victoria (Arts Victoria 2010).
International Journal of Cultural Policy 5
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This pragmatic strategy ensures maximum reach for public policy because it
ensures that all school children, and thereby all children, are exposed to the arts.
Yet, it also overlays the arts with a pedagogic purpose. The 2003 federal Young
People and the Arts policy and the youth-speciﬁc arts policies of the state govern-
ments are notably more inclusive than earlier iterations with an expanded under-
standing of culture to include, alongside traditional arts practices, an
acknowledgement of everyday creative activities. However, while these policies
have engendered a number of signiﬁcant long-term initiatives in the youth arts sec-
tor, it has become ‘almost mandatory for major performing arts organizations to
spell out their youth and education programmes as a condition for government
funding . . . and young people have become something of a tick-a-box priority’
(Bourke and Hunter 2011, p. 29). Bourke and Hunter argue that a consequence of
such an approach has been ‘a notable lack of publicly available evaluation’ in the
youth arts sector. While outcomes can be difﬁcult to assess and the cost of longitu-
dinal research can be prohibitive, the absence of critical evaluation of the success
of the government’s youth arts initiatives makes it difﬁcult to ‘get a clear picture of
the quality and effectiveness of broader-based strategies for engaging young people
in the arts’ (Bourke and Hunter 2011, p. 29).
While Young People and the Arts takes a broad interest in the question of how
to support young people and their engagement in the arts, it has been greatly over-
shadowed by the more recent development of the Protocols for Artists Working with
Children. The protocols have taken the status of cultural policy because they regu-
late the means by which artists engage with children. Certainly the most controver-
sial Australian arts policy directed at children, the protocols were developed as a
direct response to the 2008 political furore over the exhibition of Bill Henson’s
photographs of naked children. The exhibition led to a police investigation of possi-
ble indecency, and the exhibition was closed down. While no charges were laid
against Henson, many politicians of all political persuasions condemned the work,
and the then Prime Minister Kevin Rudd declared the artworks as revolting and
pornographic (Coulter 2010). Henson was publicly defended by various anticensor-
ship campaigners, but the incident highlighted what appeared to be mainstream pub-
lic unease about ‘sexualised imagery, arts and consent’ (Mackrell 2010).
Within the arts sector, the responses to the controversy varied. The art critic,
Robert Nelson, argued that there are critical differences between art and pornogra-
phy and that Henson’s work falls into the former category (Nelson 2008). The Aus-
tralian industry body, the National Association for the Visual Arts (NAVA),
expressed concern for the rights of artists and, in particular, argued that artists
should not be made scapegoats for what it feels is society’s widespread anxiety
about the ready availability of pornography. For NAVA, the palpable increase in
community anxiety over the potential abuse and need for protection of the rights of
children has resulted in the ‘unfair representation of artists as perpetrators’
(Winikoff 2010). As noted in the introduction, however, there was little contribution
to this debate that reﬂected a sense that children and young people have the right to
participate in decision-making about their own participation in the arts as artists,
models or audiences: ‘The rights of children to be protected from the risks of
exploitation and sexual abuse would, in most cases, be considered to trump the
rights of children to participate in those decisions’ (Valentine 2004).
This restriction of children’s rights to issues of exploitation is reﬂected in the
Australia Council’s Protocols for Artists Working with Children. In 2009, in
6 H. Glow and K. Johanson
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response to the expressions of dismay coming from politicians who branded the
Henson artwork ‘revolting’, the Australia Council developed its protocols for artists
working with children. Reviewed in consultation with industry in 2010, the proto-
cols aim to ‘ensure children are protected from abuse and exploitation’ by requiring
artists to get a range of approvals and permits when employing children (Australia
Council 2010). The protocols guide artistic work for Australia Council-funded pro-
jects that involve the depiction of children in artistic creation, exhibition and perfor-
mance, and distribution. The main concern of the Protocols is with the
representation of naked children and ensuring parental supervision and consent
where naked children are depicted. Intended use of children in an artwork requires
artists to ﬁrst secure the approval of the Council before applying for funding.
A number of voices remain opposed to the protocols, despite the recent industry
consultations. The industry body NAVA argues that ‘no Australian artist [has] ever
been found guilty of the exploitation . . . of children’; that the protocols simply add
difﬁculty, cost and anxiety to the process of producing artwork with no demonstra-
ble beneﬁt in protecting children; and that the outcome will ‘adversely impact on
[the] child imagery’ that is being produced for public consumption (Winikoff
2010). Nelson contributes to the critique of the protocols by arguing that they
merely add more red tape and ‘a stiﬂing impost for artists, galleries and art jour-
nals’ (Nelson 2010). In his ﬁrst public statement since the 2008 controversy – a lec-
ture delivered in August 2010 – Bill Henson urged politicians to stop ‘demonising
artists’ and pandering to the demands of ‘zealots’ (Cuthbertson 2010).
Few of the voices contributing to the debate around the protocols put the issue
in the broader policy context of children and their relationship to culture and, stran-
gely, it was left to Henson, three years later, to do so. Henson argued in his 2010
lecture that it is a ‘greater abuse of children’ to deny them access to the arts; ‘we
have bans on depicting the human body . . . and anything that so much as imagines
child abuse . . . Surely the last thing we should bequeath to child welfare is a
regime of pandemic fear . . . if we want to protect children we should be exposing
them to art, not taking it away’ (Mackrell 2010). Henson sees the arts as a moral
force that has a role in educating and enlightening children. He suggests that the
panic caused by his exhibition and subsequent public controversy (and, we might
add, the Protocols themselves) direct attention away from the importance of expos-
ing children to art and encouraging their interest in it.
Both Young people and the arts and the Protocols can be seen to fall within
Rautianen’s paradigm of policy with ‘moral undertones’; the Protocols are based on
moral arguments about the necessity of protecting children from potential exploita-
tion by artists, and the Young People and the Arts policy statement makes children
targets of policy on the basis that children have the same rights as adults to have
access to the arts. As pointed out, the ‘rights’ argument is limited because it is pre-
mised on the idea that people have the right to engage with those arts that are
deﬁned as arts and sanctioned by the state. Australian researchers Ben Eltham and
Marcus Westbury make a similar point in relation to the activities of the Australia
Council – the Australia Council deﬁnes both what culture is and how it should be
administered; they go on to argue that the lack of attention paid to digital cultural
forms and practices, for example, makes the Australia Council ‘hopelessly out of
date’ and ‘increasingly irrelevant’ (Eltham and Westbury 2010).
The protocols have become de facto policy shaping the scope of children’s
relation to culture. They are informed by anxiety around the protection of children
International Journal of Cultural Policy 7
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and a moral panic about child sexual abuse. Bray has argued that the furore occa-
sioned by the Henson photographs was a result of a ‘reactionary child sexual abuse
moral panic gaze’ (Bray 2009, p. 173). Such anxiety is consistent with recent public
discussion focusing on parental and social anxieties; birth rates in most western
nations are falling, and parents are becoming more protective of their children than
in previous eras (Mackay 2009, p. 43). The protocols are symptomatic of society’s
concerns and guilt around the protection of children and the perceived immorality
of the loss of innocence. Indeed, some scholars identify a dual perception of the
child as both vulnerable in public and as destructive to the public sphere, often
referred to as the ‘Dionysian’ and ‘Apollonian’ views of childhood (Valentine
2004). Faulkner (2010, p. 112) argues that ‘Childish innocence is a state of reprieve
from the perpetual, amorphous guilt adults feel by virtue of having desire, and
being caught up in a network of signiﬁcation (having a job, a house, authority, pres-
tige, etc.)’. The perpetuation of the notion of childhood innocence thus provides a
psychological function for adults and a role as protectors or regulators. As Paine
(2000, p. 5) observed, the twentieth century could also be called the century of the
child, ‘at least for the afﬂuent and educated areas of the world’ because:
The majority of children in those areas consequently received care and attention. The
state took an active interest in their physical development and in the prevention of
childhood diseases. Children were protected from exploitation by laws which regulated
their employment and in ways which would have been inexplicable to societies in pre-
ceding centuries. They were the subject of considerable and expensive educational
provision, whatever may be thought of its nature and quality. Special clothes were
designed and made for their use, intricate and often costly toys were available for
them and hours of entertaining ﬁlms and video productions catered for their interests.
Play activities were seen as natural and sometimes as educative.
Indeed, it is a contrary characteristic of the debate about children’s well-being that
the more effort that is put into protecting it through, for example, the development
of international bodies such as UNESCO and the Australia Council’s Protocols, the
more we fear for children’s social and cultural well-being. It is as though attending
to the inadequacy of provisions for children makes us aware of such inadequacy.
The dilemma resulting from policies on children in the arts is that they can too
easily be caught within other governmental objectives: the protection of children’s
innocence and precedence of instrumentalist policy aims. Arguably, this diversion
of policy results from the inability of children to politically represent themselves
and their interests in relation to the arts. There have been several initiatives around
the western world to facilitate and encourage children’s participation in political
decision-making over the past decade or so, and several arts and cultural institutions
have strategies for children to inform their own programmes and decision-making,
although it is less common in policy-making at a governmental level.
An alternative strategy is to provide political representation to artists and arts-
workers who work with children. Such representation is held by artists in Denmark.
Beginning in the 1970s, Denmark has had a strong campaign for explicit cultural
policies for children and young people, largely driven by practitioners such as chil-
dren’s librarians and theatre companies. In 1975, the Danish Ministry of Cultural
Affairs established a Working Committee on Children and Culture, which presented
ﬁve arguments for children’s right to a special effort in the cultural area: (1)
childhood has its own particular value and expressions, which should be protected
8 H. Glow and K. Johanson
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and left to grow and develop as the child grows up; (2) diversity based on chil-
dren’s age and ethnic background requires a cultural effort, which considers various
ages and degrees of maturity; (3) children are the coming generation of users and
participants in cultural activities. Bringing up a child to be a conscious and active
participant therefore also means looking ahead to the culture of tomorrow; (4) a
variety of cultural offers of a certain quality is the best challenge to mass culture’s
commercial offers to children. At the same time, we have to make sure that the
offers really get the publicity and reach the children in their own homes; and (5)
Danish children must be guaranteed a Danish culture, just at a time when the multi-
national cultural industry manifests itself more and more as a serious competitor
(Buchhave and Wanting 1993, p. 23). These ﬁve principles continue to shape cul-
tural policies for children in Denmark today (Johanson 2010).
Currently, Danish children and young people are represented to the Minister for
Culture by the advisory body, the Network for Children and Culture which is made
up of adults who work with children and the arts across the nation. In the ﬁrst few
years of operation, the Network was able to provide small matching grants to local
municipalities and institutions for projects directed at children and families, but
essentially its role is information sharing and collaboration and to provide research
on existing cultural activities and political representation of artists and workers
working with children. The Network for Children and Culture provides ‘non-formal
connections’ between cultural institutions and artists and schools and kindergartens
(B. Helvad, personal communication, 18 September 2009). Its role includes, for
example, providing inspiration to museums about how to attract and involve schools
and families in exhibitions. When, in 2007, a major reform led Denmark’s 250
municipalities to be reduced to 98, the Network provided support to ensure that
each municipality formed policies for children, art and culture. When asked about
the balance of educational objectives and the family setting for the interaction of
children with culture, Benedicte Helvad (Chair of the Children’s Cultural Network)
explained that the Minister for Culture wanted families to take more responsibility
for cultural participation and exposure. In Helvad’s view, this partially reﬂects the
conservative government’s emphasis on the family unit rather than the state, but
also a desire to foster enriching experiences for the family (B. Helvad, personal
communication, 18 September 2009).
This paper does not suggest that the Danish model is without failure or should
be adopted by other national governments, but the strength of the Danish model lies
with authentic, collaborative policy-making with all stakeholders in children’s cul-
tural policies, and often driven by artists and child care workers at a grassroots
level. Arguably, to adopt a Danish model, in which artists who work directly with
children inform policy, is to introduce another set of vested interests in policy-mak-
ing. However, the in-principle advantage of the Danish system is that a broad range
of stakeholders is involved in making policy. Such policy is informed by a network
of inﬂuence on government rather than a top–down delivery of policy that bypasses
existing stakeholder networks.
Arts practitioners in Australia who work with children and young people are also
represented by the national peak body, Young People and the Arts Australia (YPAA),
an organisation that is similar to the Danish Network for Children and Culture in that
it advocates for children and young people’s right to arts and cultural experience.
The difference between the two agencies, however, is that the Network for Children
and Culture is demonstrably inﬂuential in being represented by a senior public
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servant in the national Ministry. YPAA is a professional association for both individ-
ual artists and organisations (such as children’s theatre companies) and provides
members with advice, referrals, a range of resources and master classes, and some
professional development opportunities but does not have political representation
(YPAA 2010). YPAA’s former Director, Lenine Bourke, explained that not only was
YPAA not consulted in the 2010 review of the Protocols but that no children or
young people were consulted either (L. Bourke, personal communication, 17 July
2010). Bourke does not object to the existence of protocols per se but argues that
‘our sector is already more vigilant than the (Australia Council’s) Protocols; my
members are already so regulated, it’s hard to imagine how they could be any more
regulated’ (L. Bourke, personal communication, 17 July 2010). A set of protocols
informed by young people and artists working with young people might have been
less reactive to the Henson case and more responsive to artists’ working practices.
Conclusion
An irony of the development of Australian children’s cultural policy is that the very
inclusivity that drives the discourse of rights is undermined by the reactiveness and
exclusivity of policy driven by moral panic. Children’s cultural policy – as repre-
sented by Young People in the Arts (2003a) – is a relatively recent initiative that
responds to the discourse of universal rights and applies it to the arts. There are
philosophical limitations to such ideological imperatives, such as the fact that they
enshrine the artforms already supported by public policy and are therefore not pol-
icy driven by the expressed interests of children, young people or even their teach-
ers and guardians. Furthermore, the pre-eminence of education in informing arts
policy means that the cultural rights of children are inevitably constrained by peda-
gogical or instrumental objectives. These criticisms describe limitations that have
been identiﬁed in cultural policy generally, such as ambivalence about the provision
of culture as an unassailable public good and the instrumentalism that drives such
thinking. However, if we accept that government plays a generative role in the cul-
tural sector, then it follows that this role extends to children.
Into this already-imperfect context, the Protocols as de facto policy have made
children’s cultural policy yet less pertinent to children’s engagement in the arts. The
‘Henson affair’ caused the concept of children’s rights in Australia to become con-
ﬂated with social concern about the sexual exploitation of children. This article has
argued that this conﬂation produced reactive policy. In the place of a fully devel-
oped cultural policy for children in Australia, a regulatory regime monitors the rela-
tionship between artists and children on the assumption that children need to be
protected from potential exploitation. The Protocols not only suggest that artists are
untrustworthy or unreliable but also reinforce a cultural tendency to associate chil-
dren and childhood with vulnerability and the need for regulation and control of
adults’ relationships with children. They have overshadowed prior work the Council
did through the Young People and the Arts policy to increase children’s engagement
in the arts. Denmark’s Network for Children and Culture provides an example of
the possibilities for policy to be informed by practitioners in a genuine engagement
with communities and individuals who are the gatekeepers for children’s arts experi-
ences. Getting this right is not just a genuﬂection to public responsibility towards
children, but a matter of great cultural concern, ensuring that culture is made,
practised and consumed by and for future generations.
10 H. Glow and K. Johanson
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